PRESENT: 


US-83-6M 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the Meeting of April 29, 1983 


Dr. J.W. O'Brien, (Chairman); Prof. H.W. Ladd; Prof. W.P. Byers; Mr. 
M. LeBlanc; Dr. R. Breen; Dr. M. Singer; Mr. G. Murray; Mr. HJ. 
Relton; Prof. M. Vipond; Ms. S. Murray; Prof. H.S. de Romer; Prof. A. 
Hamalian; Prof. L.W. Jankowski; Prof. J.P. Brunet; Prof. S. Friedland; 
Dean A. Emery; Prof. J. Drysdale; Dean D.J. Taddeo; Prof. J. Locke; Prof. 
T. Radhakrishnan; Mr. P. Gott; Mr. F. Longpré; Mr. R. Massitti; Prof. 
H.B. Ripstein; Mr. G. Lee; Prof. A. Ross; Prof. J.H. Whitelaw; Prof. 
R.O. Wills; Prof. S. McEvenue; Dean J. Chaikelson; Dean M.N.S. 
Swamy; Prof. J.C. Giguere; Prof. M.A. Malik; Mr. W. Schiff; Dean R.M. 
Roy; Prof. P.J. Albert; Prof. M.S. Dubas; Mr. J. Princz; Prof. G.D. 
Xistris; Prof. W.O. Gilsdorf; Prof. B. Barbieri. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Mr. U. Thomas; Dean S. French; Mr. K.D. Adams; 


83-6-4 


83-6-2 


Prof. A. Broes; Prof. P. d'Hollander. 
Call to Order 
Due to the lack of a quorum, it was agreed to begin the meeting at 9:40 AM 
on an informal basis, with the understanding that any motions passed would 


be subsequently ratified by Senate when the quorum had materialized. 


Strategic Planning for the University 


Dr. O'Brien stated that first of all he wished to explain how Steering 
Committee proposes that today's meeting should be organized. He drew 
Senate's attention to document US-83-6-D1 from the Steering Committee, 
the first page of which consisted of an "Introduction", which itself involved 
the approval of a particular resolution; the remainder of the document was 
divided into the various if Elements" which have been discussed at Senate, 
although the order of the "Elements" has been changed by the Steering 
Committee to create what it feels would be a more logical sequence and to 
reflect some of the points of view that were expressed. He explained that 
under most of the "Elements" there appears a section entitled "Points 
Discussed", which was not meant for any discussion at today's meeting and 
simply attempts to pick out the main points that were discussed at the earlier 
Senate debates; i.e., this would be a report that those points were discussed, 
but as such, they did not constitute a formal position taken by Senate, and in 
fact, there were instances of almost contradictory statements under some of 
the "Points Discussed" sections, which merely reflects that there were 
differing points of view expressed. On the other hand, the "Resolutions" 
sections are proposed for approval by Senate. He explained that all of the 
resolutions have, in a sense, already been debated, and they were not new 
ideas injected by the Steering Committee, but rather they were resolutions 
drafted to pick up many of the points that came out in the Senate debates. 
He advised that it was being recommended that, based on a certain piece of 


arithmetic, it would be possible to complete this portion of the agenda 
around noon time, provided that Senate devotes no more than ten minutes to 
the discussion of any individual resolution and then votes on it at that point. 
He suspected that some of the resolutions would probably pass with very 
little discussion because there really was a fairly clear consensus around 
them, while others could undoubtedly elicit an hour and half's worth of 
discussion, if Senate were to attempt to re-debate the whole issue. He 
repeated that what was being proposed was that no more than ten minutes 
be spent on each resolution and that the vote be then taken and the result 
recorded. He stated that it was also being proposed that the votes be 
counted, recorded, and reported to the Board of Governors along with the 
report. He explained that the reason for doing that was that it was significant 
information for the Board of Governors to know that resolution "X" was 
passed virtually unanimously by Senate, whereas resolution "Y" clearly 
reflects a divergence of opinion and was passed by only 60%. In addition, 
those resolutions that are defeated, should also be reported to the Board of 
Governors, with the indication that they have been defeated and what the 
vote is, because a 40/60 vote by which a resolution is defeated, was also 
information that there is a sizable minority in Senate that supports that 
particular item. Again he advised that proceeding in the manner as 

proposed, Senate should complete its deliberations on this particular item 
around noon time. Senate could then proceed to the second item on today's 
agenda, which was the various loose ends that were signaled to Senate at 
the very end of the last meeting. Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to 
three documents which were distributed with the agenda for this meeting, 
(documents US-83-5-D6, US-83-6-D2 and US-83-6-D3), all of which have 
been seen before by members of Senate at prior meetings but have been 
reproduced and redistributed for the convenience of members. He explained 
that all three documents deal with proposals for committees that would have 
a role in the next phase of things; that they would essentially constitute 
recommendations to the Board of Governors to do whatever, by way of 
committees, would come out of these things; and that while they were 
somewhat disparate, having been introduced at different times and with 
different angles, they nevertheless had that element in common. Steering 
Committee was proposing that Senate discuss these issues between 12:00 
pm and 12:30 pm, at which point, if indeed Senate was prepared to vote on 
something or other, a vote could be taken, but if not, the meeting would 
adjourn for lunch at or about 12:30 pm, if it appears that a lengthy debate 
was underway and the meeting would reconvene about 1:30 pm. 


Concern was voiced over the proposal that the "Points Discussed" would be 
included in Senate's Report to the Board of Governors, without being 
discussed by Senate at today's meeting, it being argued that not all the 
points discussed at previous Senate meetings were included in those listed 
in document US-83-6-DI; that some of the points listed were quite slanted; 
and that if the Board of Governors was going to receive the "Points 
Discussed" as listed in the document, other points raised in earlier Senate 
meetings should also be included. 


It was explained that the "Points Discussed", which were listed in document 
US-83-6-Dl, represented a summary of the debates that have taken place at 


Senate, which have been summarized from the minutes of the Senate 
meetings and the intention was that the minutes themselves would be 
available to members of the Board of Governors. 


It was argued that if the Board of Governors was going to receive the 
minutes of the Senate meetings, there was no need to include the "Points 
Discussed" in the Report which Senate would be sending to the Board. 


The feeling was expressed that if the Senate minutes, which represent hours 
and hours of debate, were forwarded to the Board of Governors, members 
of the Board would simply not read them, and instead, would undoubtedly 
look for some kind of a summary of those minutes. It was explained that the 
intention, in putting together document US-83-6-DI, was to ensure that 
members of the Board would at least read a summary of what took place at 
the Senate meetings. 


It was stated that many of the items listed under "Points Discussed", were 
slanted in one direction or the other, even though there was debate on both 
sides of the question and it was suggested that if the "Points Discussed" 
were going to remain in the document as part of the Senate Report to the 
Board of Governors, perhaps a straw vote without discussion, should be 
taken on each item listed under "Points Discussed", before voting on the 
"Resolutions". This would at least provide some guidance to members of 
the Board as to whether Senators believe or agree with a particular item in 
the way in which it was slanted in document US-83-6-DI. 


It was stated that one found the "Points Discussed" very useful in looking at 
the "Resolutions" themselves, but only because one had actually been 
present during the Senate debates and the "Points Discussed" were helpful 
in refreshing one's memory with respect to the lengthy discussions that took 
place. On the other hand, the above suggestion that straw votes be taken on 
the "Points Discussed" would undoubtedly lead to a situation whereby 
individual members might state they would be prepared to support a 
particular item under "Points Discussed" if one or two words were changed. 
Consequently, the feeling was expressed that Senate would be better off if 
its Report to the Board of Governors contained only the "Resolutions". That 
is, if we end up with a series of very clean resolutions next to what 
members of Senate have always considered to be a parenthood type series 
of statements in the Phase II Report, it would be much easier for people not 
to interpret the resolutions in a particular way and if they were really 
interested in such interpretations, they would have to go back to the Senate 
minutes. However, it was reiterated that the "Points Discussed" was a very 
useful piece of work insofar as members of Senate were concerned. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT ONLY THE RESOLUTIONS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-83-6-Dl, BE FORWARDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS. 


In support of the motion, it was stated that in reading some of the items 
listed under "Points Discussed", one could come to a different conclusion 
than what the actual recommendations were. It was also stated that there 


was a further problem, however, in that we have to make a decision with 
respect to the broader question as to what specifically would be sent to the 
Board of Governors. It was further stated that as of now, the Board of 
Governors has not really seen anything; that while one agreed that the 
"Points Discussed" as presently written, should be deleted, nevertheless, if 
we send 10 or 12 resolutions to the Board of Governors, the members will 
be placed in a position of trying to deal with those resolutions completely 
out of context of the processes that we have been discussing, which they 
will be totally unaware of; and that it would be unrealistic to think that 
members of the Board, particularly outside members, could be expected to 
read through 70 some odd pages of Senate minutes in order to try to relate a 
recommendation to a particular argument. 


It was stated that the "Points Discussed" were drawn up by the Steering 
Committee in an honest attempt to produce a resum6 of what was actually, 
contained in the Senate-minutes. It was also stated that, out of a certain 
s6-nse of despair, one was inclined to vote in favour of the motion, 
notwithstanding the fact that the-ultimate effect of the motion would 
probably be that the importance of Senate in the University would be 
weakened. In response to a question as to how far in advance the 
resolutions and Senate minutes would be sent to the Board of Governors, 
Dr. O'Brien stated that the Report would either have to be sent far enough in 
advance for the May meeting of the Board, or the Board would have to wait 
for the June meeting in order to deal with it, because this was not something 
that could be dropped on members of the Board 24 hours in advance of a 
meeting and then acted upon. He also pointed out that Senate has had 
4-months or so, in which to deal with this, and in his opinion, the Board 
itself was not going to be able to deal with it within a matter of two weeks. 


In response to a question as to what the next step in the process might be, 
after Senate has submitted its Report to the Board of Governors, Dr. 
O'Brien replied that no one could really answer that question because it was 
in the hands of the Board to decide what would be done next. In his 
opinion, however, the Board would have to ensure, in some fashion or 
other, that the Mission ' Statement was rewritten and since he could not 
imagine the Board, in plenary session, rewriting the Mission Statement, he 
felt reasonably certain that the Board would mandate that somehow that 
would be done, although there was absolutely no way that he could say 
precisely how they would do it. He repeated that in his opinion the Board of 
Governors would have to cause the Mission Statement to be revised in the 
light of whatever comes from today's-meeting and whatever else. The 
Board would also have to identify and decide what actions towards the 
implementation of the Mission Statement, are to be taken. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion on the floor, was to the effect that the 
"Points Discussed", in document US-83-6-Dl, not be sent to the Board of 
Governors. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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Concern was voiced over the intention to limit debate on each resolution to a 
ten minute period and it was stated that the proposal which the Steering 
Committee presented to Senate at the last meeting was based on the 
presumption that Senate discussion on the "key elements" would not be 
finished by the time of today's meeting; that we would still be discussing 
"key elements" this morning; that the Steering Committee would meet 
during the lunch period and hastily prepare resolutions from those "key 
elements"; and that therefore we would be required to limit debate on the 
resolutions during the afternoon session. In addition, it was argued that 
while most of the "key elements" have been thoroughly discussed, there 
were two particular resolutions presented by the Students' Associations, 
(items 6. and 7., document US-83-5-D4), which were not thoroughly 
discussed and that a ten minute discussion on the resolutions arising from 
that limited debate, would not be sufficient. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RELTON, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT DEBATE ON EACH RESOLUTION BE LIMITED TO A TWENTY 
MINUTE PERIOD. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion, if passed, would basically have the 
effect of using both the morning and afternoon sessions to discuss the 
resolutions, if the full twenty minutes was taken on each resolution, which 
may not necessarily turn out to be the case in each instance. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


It was pointed out that since the motion was defeated, Senate would now be 
operating under the conditions of the original Steering Committee proposal, 
i.e., that debate on each resolution would be limited to ten minutes. 


It was suggested that perhaps a compromise might be in order, whereby 
debate on each resolution would be limited to fifteen minutes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RELTON, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT DEBATE BE LIMITED TO FIFTEEN MINUTES PEP, 
RESOLUTION. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


It was understood that the sense of the motion was that debate would be 
limited to an average of fifteen minutes on each resolution, i.e., debate on 
some resolutions might take less than fifteen minutes and in other cases, the 
debate might be extended a bit more than fifteen minutes. 


Ms. Murray advised that she had been asked by Mr. Thomas, who had 
spent many hours preparing for this particular Senate debate but was unable 
to attend today's meeting, to enquire as to why this meeting was called for 
April 29, rather than for May 6, 1983. She further advised that Mr. Thomas 
had requested that she read the following statement, on behalf of all the 
students: 


"The students are upset about the fact that the administration has 
scheduled irregular and day long meetings on a matter as important 
as the University's mission, during the exam period. It is obvious 
that during the exam period, students are precluded from preparing 
their contributions and from participating in the debates. Throughout 
this academic year, students have proven their interest in the Mission 
Report and their commitment to doing their share of the work in the 
ongoing process in Senate. The possibilities of effective student 
input are strongly weakened through the scheduling of the most 
crucial meetings right during the exam period. This amounts to 
making student representation a joke. We feel frustrated in our right 
to defend students’ interests and we therefore ask that all conclusive 
discussions and votes be deferred until after the exam period." 


On a point of order, Dr. O'Brien stated that the administration did not call 
this Senate meeting, rather it was called by the Steering Committee and the 
only two administrators who happen to sit on that Committee were himself 
and the Secretary of Senate, neither of whom voted on the issue, mainly 
because as Chairman and Secretary, neither one ever votes on any of the 
issues. He further advised that this specific issue was discussed and the 
reason why it was so decided was because of the concern that by May 6 the 
tendency was that the attendance at Senate meetings would be less than what 
it would be on April 29. He also stated that while the Steering Committee 
might have been right or wrong on that point, nonetheless that was the 
primary consideration and he did not recall that being seriously objected to 
by the student representation on the Steering Committee. 


It was argued that this was likewise a particularly difficult time of year for 
faculty members because while a student has to write a three hour 
examination, a faculty member, who has to correct three hundred papers, 
would require more than three hours, i.e., this was a period in the academic 
year that was bad for everybody. 


Ms. Murray stated that she stood corrected in referring to the administration, 
rather than to the Steering Committee. However, she stressed that the May 
meeting of Senate was usually held at the end of the month and while she 
accepted the argument that we would be faced with a reduced quorum, 
nonetheless she expressed the feeling that a meeting held on May 6, would 
be early enough in the month to ensure that not all of the faculty and student 
members would have left the University. She reiterated that scheduling the 
meeting for today, effectively invalidated a lot of the work done by student 
members throughout the year in preparation for this very important 
discussion, and she proposed that all conclusive votes be deferred until 
Friday, May 6, 1983. 


Senate was advised that the Arts and Science Faculty Council has scheduled 
an all day meeting for Friday, May 6, 1983. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. MURRAY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMALIAN, THAT SENATE DEFER ALL CONCLUSIVE VOTES 
UNTIL THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1983. 
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It was explained that the motion, in effect, would mean that the resolutions 
could be discussed today, and amendments proposed and voted on, but that 
the final adopting vote would not be taken at today's meeting. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED, (with 1 
recorded abstention). 


INTRODUCTION 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT THE INTRODUCTION TO THE SENATE STEERING 
COMMITTEE'S SUMMARY STATEMENTS ON THE PHASE II, 
MISSION STUDY REPORT, (PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-83-6-Dl), BE 
APPROVED. 


It was understood that in approving the motion on the floor, Senate would 
also be approving the single spaced resolution contained therein. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(17 in favour; 10 opposed; 4 abstentions) 


Element I: ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT CONCORDIA MAINTAINS ITS COMMITMENT TO ACADEMIC 
EXCELLENCE. TO THIS END, IT WILL CONTINUE TO STRESS THE 
IMPORTANCE OF GOOD TEACHING, AND WILL TAKE STEPS TO 
IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF TEACHING AND LEARNING. IT WILL 
FOSTER RESEARCH AND ALLOCATE RESOURCES FOR 
RESEARCH IN A SELECTED NUMBER OF AREAS, (RESOLUTION 

1, PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]l). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE MOTION BE 
CHANGED TO READ - "THAT CONCORDIA MAINTAINS ITS 
COMMITMENT TO ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE; IT WILL CONTINUE 
TO STRESS THE IMPORTANCE OF GOOD TEACHING AND 
RESEARCH. TO THIS END, IT WILL TAKE STEPS TO IMPROVE 
THE QUALITY OF TEACHING AND LEARNING AND IT WILL 
FOSTER RESEARCH AND ALLOCATE RESOURCES FOR 
RESEARCH IN A SELECTED NUMBER OF AREAS." 


Questions raised and responded to during the discussion, centered on the 
phrase "... in a selected number of areas". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 


(29 in favour; 0 opposed; 0 abstentions" 
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THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(32 in favour; 0 opposed; | abstention) 


Element Il: EDUCATION FOR THE ENTIRE COMMUNITY 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT LIMITED ENROLMENT PROGRAMMES MUST TAKE 
RESPONSIBILITY TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THEIR VARIOUS 
CONSTITUENCIES; ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE MUST BE A 
FACTOR IN ADMISSIONS POLICY, (RESOLUTION 1, PAGE 2, 
DOCUMENT US-83-6-Dl). 


In response to a question concerning the phrase "various constituencies", it 
was explained that that was intentionally left vague because almost any 
vocabulary that might be inserted in its place, was going to be offensive to 
somebody. It was also explained that this was a statement to the effect that 
we should continue to do exactly whatever it was that we have been doing. 
It was further stated that Concordia was an anglophone university in a 
francophone province; that it has already been decided that English would 
be maintained as the language of this University; that the resolution as 
worded, meant that we were not about to exclude anglophone students from 
attending Concordia in order to attract large numbers of non-anglophones 
who could be well educated through other universities in Quebec; and that if 
the resolution was not clear enough on that point, perhaps we should 
include some limitation, but if we attempted to do that, we would end up 
with a resolution that would be really offensive to many individuals. 


The feeling was expressed that the resolution, in effect, was saying that in 
limited enrolment programmes, the University will not change the present 
mix of students, 1.e., that the status quo will be maintained. 


It was stated that one was not aware of any existing deliberate policy 
vis-a-vis a particular mix of students in quota programmes, but rather that in 
quota programmes the policy was that we took the best students, without 
regard to race, religion, national origin, sex, etc. It was also wondered 
whether it would be legal in Quebec today, to have a policy that would 
deliberately set the percentage of anglophone, allophone, and francophone 
students in quota programmes. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that in his opinion, such a 
policy would be very risky, both on legal and other grounds. He also felt 
that the thrust of the resolution, in effect, was that limited enrolment 
programmes which have traditionally served what it is they have served, 
whether that is described in ethnic terms, financial terms, etc., should 
continue to pay due attention to the needs of those constituencies, i.e., that 
there should not now be a radical shift toward accepting other groups and 
that we should not forget about our traditional constituencies in our future 
policies. 


It was suggested that in order to clarify the resolution, the last sentence 
should be changed to read -"academic excellence must be the overriding 
factor in admissions policy." 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE LAST SENTENCE BE CHANGED TO 
READ - "ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE MUST BE THE OVERRIDING 
FACTOR IN ADMISSIONS POLICY". 


During discussion on the amendment, it was argued that while there was a 
need to reaffirm, somewhere in the document, our continuing commitment 
to our traditional constituencies, nonetheless, one was opposed to the 
amendment, which, while it would change the meaning of the resolution, it 
would still allow the first part of the resolution to be interpreted to mean that 
we would have sub-quotas in limited enrolment programmes; that there 
were limited enrolment programmes in the University, such as 
Communication Studies and Fine Arts, where academic excellence, as 
reflected in an applicant's grades, was, in certain incidences, intentionally 
ignored because the department feels that there was some other factor that 
shows promise; that while academic excellence was important, it should 
nevertheless not be the overriding factor in all cases; that in those instances 
where admissions were being considered on the basis of CEGEP records 
and the creative potential shown by paintings, films, etc., "academic 
excellence" may not be quite the right phraseology to describe the overriding 
concern; that perhaps the phrase "academic excellence" in the amendment, 
should be changed to "academic potential"; that we have already included an 
"Element" on academic excellence, which in fact has been given the first 
priority and was the first resolution adopted; that this resolution must be 
considered in the context of Element I in the Phase II Report, which took 
account of the fact that we were a university which has served the 
anglophone community in Quebec and in particular the ethnic groups within 
that anglophone community, and that we must, at some point in the 
document, affirm our responsibility to that group. 


It was stated that the thrust of the resolution was that we have traditionally 
served certain constituencies in Quebec, that we have responded to those 
needs and that we should continue to do so. However, it was felt that the 
resolution, as worded, was a bit too vague in getting that point across and it 
was suggested that the intention of the resolution would be much clearer by 
changing it to read - "In limited enrolment programmes, Concordia must 
take responsibility to meet the needs of its various constituencies". 


It was stated that one had a problem with the word "overriding" which was 
included in the amendment, mainly because of the way in which the first 
part of the resolution was worded. It was suggested that the problem could 
be eliminated by deleting "overriding" and slightly modifying the resolution 
to read -"limited enrolment programmes must be cognizant of the needs of 
their various constituencies; academic excellence must be a factor in 
admissions policy." 


The feeling was expressed that the problem with the resolution was really 
because of the word "their"; that limited enrolment programmes were limited 
because of the particular disciplinary distinctions and particular quotas 
imposed by a given profession, or quotas that we have imposed mainly for 
some academic reason or for some professional job oriented reason; that it 
was not the responsibility of the limited enrolment programme to be 
cognizant of the various constituencies, but rather, the group that has to be 
cognizant, was really Concordia; and that what was causing the problem 
was the phrase "the needs of their various constituencies", which should be 
changed to "... the needs of Concordia's various constituencies,". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
(3 in favour; 24 opposed; 5 abstentions) 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY 
DEAN BREEN, THAT THE MOTION BE CHANGED TO READ - 
"THAT WHILE ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE MUST ALWAYS BE AN 
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN ADMISSIONS POLICY, IN LIMITED 
ENROLMENT PROGRAMMES CONCORDIA MUST CONTINUE TO 
TAKE RESPONSIBILITY TO MEET THE NEEDS OF ITS VARIOUS 
CONSTITUENCIES". 


Amendment carried. 
(27 in favour; 1 opposed; | abstention) 


Dr. O'Brien suggested, and it was agreed, that since de facto the above vote 
was identical to voting now on the main motion as amended, the same vote 
should be recorded for the technical purpose of adopting the main motion as 
amended. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 
(27 in favour; 1 opposed; | abstention) 


83-6-8 IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE, THAT SOME SECTIONS OF COURSES AT 
CONCORDIA SHOULD BE OFFERED IN FRENCH SO THAT 
ANGLOPHONES MIGHT LEARN THE TERMINOLOGY OF THE 
DISCIPLINE IN FRENCH, (RESOLUTION 2, PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-83-6-Dl). 


It was wondered whether the Steering Committee, in drafting the 
resolutions under Element II, had taken into consideration, correspondence 
between the Ministry of Education, the Quebec Government, and Concordia 
University, between 1973 and 1975, which may have specifically addressed 
many of the issues relating to the resolutions listed under Element II. 


Senate was advised that the Steering Committee had not referred to any such 
documents; the resolutions, and the phrasing thereof, in document 
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US-83-6-Dl, were taken directly from the Senate debates on these matters as 
represented in the Minutes of Senate meetings; and that if a particular issue 
was not brought up during the Senate debates, it was not brought up at the 
Steering Committee. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(16 in favour; 0 opposed; 11 abstentions) 


In response to a concern expressed over the fact that resolutions adopted by 
Senate should be consistent with any commitments that might have been 
included in any Government negotiations, Dr. O'Brien stated that if there 
was a problem with respect to that, it could be dealt with at the next level. 
He explained that what Senate was doing, in effect, was presenting its 
opinions and indeed, a decade later it may well be appropriate and possible 
to change certain policies. He also stated that there was no doubt that this 
was a matter that ought to be looked into, but at the same time, he did not 
think that Senate need concern itself that in adopting these resolutions, it 
would be creating an immediate problem. 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT CONCORDIA SHOULD NOT OFFER COURSES IN FRENCH 
IN A WAY WHICH MIGHT IMPLY THE INTENTION OF BEING A 
BILINGUAL UNIVERSITY, (RESOLUTION 3, PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-83-6-Dl). 


The feeling was expressed that the phrase "... in a way which might imply 
the intention was so vague that it could really be the subject of a year long 
Philosophy course to analyze exactly what it means. Concern was also 
voiced over the negative aspect of the resolution and it was suggested that it 
should be rewritten in a more positive way by changing it to read, 
"Concordia will remain a university in which the primary language of 
instruction is English, rather than becoming a bilingual university; even 
though some courses will be offered in French". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LOCKE, SECONDED BY 
PROF. LADD, THAT THE MOTION BE CHANGED TO READ - "THAT 
CONCORDIA WILL REMAIN A UNIVERSITY IN WHICH THE 
PRIMARY LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION IS ENGLISH, RATHER 
THAN BECOMING A BILINGUAL UNIVERSITY; EVEN THOUGH 
SOME COURSES WILL BE OFFERED IN FRENCH". 


During the discussion it was suggested that the phrase "... rather than 
becoming a bilingual university" and the clause "... even though some 
courses will be offered in French" should be dropped; that the words "... 
rather than becoming a bilingual university," be deleted; and that the word 
"French" at the end of the proposed amendment be deleted and replaced by 
"other languages”. 


It was stated that by including the "rather than" and "even though" clauses, 
we were beginning, in effect, to make qualitative and political statements, 
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which it was argued, was both unwise and unnecessary. It was suggested 
that the amendment should simply read -"Concordia will remain a university 
in which the primary language of instruction is English". 


The mover of the amendment agreed that it be changed to read "THAT 
CONCORDIA WILL REMAIN A UNIVERSITY IN WHICH THE 
PRIMARY LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION IS ENGLISH", but on the 
condition that there were no dramatic changes made to Resolutions 4 and 5, 
on page 3, document US-83-6-Dl, when we get to them. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(22 in favour; 5 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


It was agreed that since the amendment was proposed as a complete 
substitution, the vote would be recorded as the determining vote on the main 
motion as amended. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED9 WAS CARRIED. 
(22 in favour; 5 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


The feeling was expressed that this should really be listed as resolution 1., 
under Element II and it was suggested that perhaps the Steering Committee 
should be asked to look into the whole question of possibly reordering the 
resolutions, once Senate has completed voting on them. 


A concern was voiced over the fact that out of a total of 17 resolutions, 6 
were devoted to our relation to the French community, which, it was felt, 
might be construed as somewhat of an overkill. The feeling was also 
expressed that it might have been better procedurally, to have an overview 
of our opinion, which might have led to some consolidation in this area and 
it was suggested that before plowing through the next three resolutions, we 
should at least think about whether we want to have this many resolutions 
on the same subject. Dr. O'Brien stated that it has been agreed that we 
would work through the document as it stands and he felt that we should do 
so. He also expressed the opinion that this may not necessarily prevent the 
final version from being edited and he suspected that it might be possible to 
combine some of the resolutions and reduce the number, provided that at the 
end of-the process Senate decides that was what was going to be done. It 
was argued that the remaining resolutions under Element I, were basically 
concerned with detailed procedural matters; that resolutions relating to other 
Elements did not necessarily include such details; that the Mission that we 
were discussing was education for the entire community and there should 
simply be a general statement to that effect, along with perhaps the two 
limiting clauses concerning French and enrolments; and that consequently 
one was going to abstain from voting on the remaining resolutions under 
Element II. It was also stated that we should be very careful as to how the 
resolutions in this section might be reformulated at the end of the process, to 
ensure that we do not come across as making a strong political statement 


unless that is our specific purpose, in which case, we should say so; 
otherwise, it will sound as if we are doubting our existence in this Province 
as an anglophone university. Finally, it was argued that so far, we have 
been recognized by the Quebec Government as an anglophone university 
and we should not make statements that will create some kind of doubt 
about our knowledge as to who we really are. 


Again, it was explained that the Steering Committee took the view that it 
was going to take the items that were discussed at Senate and develop 
resolutions based on that, and since the Senate debate on this particular 
Element was extremely lengthy, the related resolutions turned out to be 
rather numerous. It was suggested that another possible way to handle this 
particular section would be to synthesize the Senate discussion into a single 
resolution along the lines proposed in a memorandum from Prof. Giguére to 
the Secretary of Senate, (document US-83-3-Dl), which had been circulated 
to members of Senate at the meeting of March 11, 1983. The suggested 
single statement, if adopted, would, in effect, replace Resolutions 3, 4, and 
5, (pages 2 and 3, document US-83-6-Dl), and if the thoughts in Resolution 
2, which has just been approved, were incorporated into the statement, the 
net result would be that four resolutions under this Element, would be 
reduced to one. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED 
BY PROF.LADD, THAT THE THOUGHTS IN RESOLUTION 2 BE 
INCORPORATED INTO, AND RESOLUTIONS 3, 4, AND 5 BE 
REPLACED BY, THE FOLLOWING - 


"THAT WHILE REMAINING AN ANGLOPHONE INSTITUTION IN A 
LARGELY FRANCOPHONE PROVINCE, CONCORDIA WILL STRIVE 
TO CREATE AN ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH STUDENTS OF 
VARIOUS CULTURAL BACKGROUNDS CAN PREPARE 
THEMSELVES TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE QUEBEC MILIEU. WHILE 
THE PRIMARY LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION WILL REMAIN 
ENGLISH, THE UNIVERSITY WILL ENCOURAGE ALL STUDENTS 
TO BECOME PROFICIENT IN BOTH ENGLISH AND FRENCH. IN 
ADDITION, IT WILL WHERE APPROPRIATE, ATTEMPT TO 
PROVIDE STUDENTS WITH THE OPPORTUNITY TO ACQUIRE 
FRENCH TERMINOLOGY IN THEIR AREA OF SPECIALIZATION." 


A concern was voiced over the fact that the proposed resolution included 
only one reason for offering courses in French, i.e., to provide students 
with the opportunity to acquire French terminology and the feeling was 
expressed that a number of other options ought to be built into the 
resolution, including an option to be able to offer a course in French where 
the most qualified instructor was more comfortable in the French language, 
and also to allow a course to be offered in French in those instances where 
the subject matter was such that it would be best to teach it in French. 


It was pointed out that the problems referred to above could be resolved by 
adopting Resolution 6. a), page 3, document US-83-6-DI. 
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It was argued that the statement proposed in the amendment was not an 
improvement on the Statement contained in the Phase II Report; that certain 
implications of that Mission Statement were focussed upon during the 
lengthy Senate debate and specific elements which surfaced during that 
debate, as reflected in the resolutions listed under Element II, in document 
US-83-6-DI, should be resolved by having them voted on by Senate; and 
that by adopting a more general, as opposed to a more specific Mission 
Statement, we would be wiping out all of the effects of Senate and making 
it, once again, much less significant in the governing of this University. 


It was stated that this particular Element was entitled "Education for the 
Entire Community", but in fact, what we have ended up with, after months 
of debate at Senate and elsewhere in the University, was a number of 
resolutions on the whole question of language, to the extent that this section 
of the report could be retitled - "Language of Instruction". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(15 in favour; 11 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


It was understood that what Senate had just passed was an amendment 
which will incorporate the thoughts of Resolution 2, and replaces 
Resolutions 3, 4, and 5, pages 2 and 3, in document US-83-6-Dl. 


Concern was again expressed over the fact that while the heading for this 
section was "Education for the Entire Community", the resolutions that 
Senate has now approved, were basically centered around the question of 
language of instruction and the University's language policy in general. 
Consequently, it was suggested that Senate should perhaps adopt item 1., 
under Points Discussed, page 2, document US-83-6-DI, as a definition of 
the phrase "Entire Community" and include it as a resolution in our report to 
the Board of Governors, to ensure that it will be understood that Element IT 
means something more to Senate than simply the language of instruction at 
Concordia. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GILSDORF, THAT SENATE WISHES TO POINT OUT THAT THE 
"ENTIRE COMMUNITY" REFERS TO AND INCLUDES WORKING 
STUDENTS, EVENING STUDENTS. PART-TIME STUDENTSO 
FULL-TIME STUDENTS, WOMEN STUDENTS, OLDER STUDENTS, 
YOUNGER STUDENTSO ANGLOPHONE STUDENTS, ALLOPHONE 
STUDENTS, FRANCOPHONE STUDENTS. 


The feeling was expressed that in defining "entire community" as broadly as 
proposed in the motion, was going against the spirit of the last sentence in 
the resolution contained in the Introduction on page 1, document 
US-83-6-Dl, which was approved earlier in the meeting, which states - 
"The reason for the Concordia Mission Study is to focus priorities on the 
areas where it feels it is best equipped to serve the needs While one did not 
know exactly how to resolve the problem, nonetheless, focusing our 
priorities required that a fundamental decision be made and we were not 
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making that kind of decision by defining "entire community" in such broad 
terms. 


In response, Dr. O'Brien stated that it would be fairly safe to say that all 
issues would not be resolved at the end of the day. In addition, the above 
comment was simply pointing to a reality, which, given the stage that the 
Senate debate has come to, was not going to be resolved today. 


During continued discussion it was argued that in talking about l'education 
for the entire community", there were all kinds of things that were of 
concern to students, which have simply not been mentioned in any of the 
resolutions under Element II, including concerns over how to get a balanced 
education, given the technological change in the world today; the need for 
literacy; the balance between specialized education and a broad education, 
etc.; that we were formulating a statement about education for the entire 
community, that really doesn't even discuss students; that attempting to 
formulate something at a Senate meeting at the last minute, was not going to 
accomplish very much; that we were going to be going forward with a 
mission statement that has more gaps in it, was lacking in more areas, and 
made absolutely no mention of so many of the basic things that were 
involved in talking about education for the entire community which the 
students have been arguing about for months on end; and that this whole 
issue has been narrowed down to very broad, status quo statements about 
very specific things, which did not reflect the thinking of Senate, at least 
insofar as the student members of Senate were concerned. 


It was argued that many of the issues alluded to above, were actually 
covered under Element IV, which Senate would be considering shortly. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(12 in favour; 1 opposed; 9 abstentions) 
Prof. Barbieri asked that his vote against the motion be recorded. 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE EITHER a) - THAT THE POLICY 
REGARDING COURSES OFFERED IN FRENCH SHOULD BE 
REFERRED TO FACULTY COUNCILS AND DEPARTMENTS; OR b) - 
THAT IT IS IMPORTANT THAT THE UNIVERSITY AS A WHOLE 
ADOPT A SINGLE POLICY IN THIS MATTER, AND PUBLICIZE 
THIS POLICY CLEARLY, SO AS TO PRECLUDE 
MISUNDERSTANDING OUTSIDE THE UNIVERSITY AND WITHIN 
IT, (RESOLUTION 6, PAGE 3, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD, SECONDED BY 
PROF. LOCKE, THAT SENATE APPROVE RESOLUTION a), AND 
NOT APPROVE RESOLUTION b). 


It was argued that any decision regarding courses offered in French should 
be a University-wide decision; that that decision should be taken by Senate 


whose members represented different departments and different 
constituencies across the University; and that we must be consistent in 
going forward with this policy, which would not be the case if it was left up 
to Faculty Councils and departments to decide. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that technically, the amendment was to adopt 6.a), and 
delete 6.b), but, if it should be defeated, he would allow another motion to 
adopt 6.b), and delete 6.a). 


In response to a question, Dean Emery stated that he would prefer to have 
Senate vote on 6.b), first, which, if adopted, would eliminate the necessity 
of having to refer the matter to the various departments, which no doubt 
would result in seven different responses from the nine departments in Fine 
Arts. He also advised that such a policy would have a greater bearing on 
some departments than on others, e.g.,, Cinema, where there were courses 
on French subjects in which the language of a particular movie was French 
and it would clearly make more sense to have the course given in French. 
Consequently he would like to have some freedom in the Faculty of Fine 
Arts to interpret the policy in a sensible way, broadly in accordance with a 
University policy, but temporing it to the needs of a particular course, a 
particular department, or a particular student. 


During continued discussion it was argued that items 6.a), and 6.b), were 
not mutually exclusive; that since we have already eliminated Resolutions 6. 
and 5., which represented some aspects of a policy, Resolution 6 was now 
meaningless and was not really worth debating at this point; that there was a 
language evolution going on, which would eventually go one way or the 
other, and there was no need for Concordia to constrain itself by adopting 
legislation in this area; and that it was important to adopt resolution 6,a) 
because it affords some guarantee that individual options would be observed 
and protected, particularly in areas such as Fine Arts. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
(10 in favour; 11 opposed; 11 abstentions) 


Prof. Hamalian requested that it be recorded that she has abstained from 
voting on all of the items under Element I, because, while she was not 
against the various points contained in the resolutions, she nonetheless felt 
that the points were very minute details and our discussion on this particular 
item, i.e., "Education for the Entire Community", and the resolutions that 
we have adopted, did not reflect in any way the academic excellence for 
which we were striving. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. BRUNET, THAT THE ORDER OF RESOLUTIONS a) AND b), 
BE REVERSED, AND THAT SENATE APPROVE BOTH 
RESOLUTIONS. 


It was suggested that the resolution might be somewhat improved by 
deleting the word "single" in the first line in item 6.b). 
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THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THE AMENDMENT AGREED 
THAT THE WORD "SINGLE" IN RESOLUTION b), BE DELETED. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(18 in favour; 1 opposed; 9 abstentions) 


Again it was agreed that the vote on the amendment would be recorded as 
the determining vote on the main motion as amended. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 
(18 in favour; 1 opposed; 9 abstentions) 


Element III: PROVISION OF QUALITY RESEARCH AND SERVICE TO 
THE QUEBEC COMMUNITY 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT IN PREPARATION FOR PHASE III, A SURVEY OF 
DEPARTMENTS AND PROGRAMMES MUST BE UNDERTAKEN TO 
ESTABLISH THE CRITERIA FOR EXCELLENCE IN RESEARCH 
WHICH ARE APPROPRIATE TO SPECIFIC TYPES OF DISCIPLINE, 
CRESOLUTION 1, PAGE 4, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]l). 


Dean Swamy voiced concern over the implication in the resolution that we 
still did not know how to measure excellence in research and that we have to 
establish criteria for measuring that excellence. Furthermore, it would not be 
good for Concordia's image, if it should become known that we were now 
going to set up a body or a committee to establish the criteria for excellence 
in research, rather than attempting to find out which departments are in fact 
meeting the criteria, which he believed could easily be defined. He read the 
following statement from a memorandum concerning teaching, research and 
community services, which he had sent to members of his Faculty on March 
14, 1979: 


"Equal stress has been and will continue to be laid on research. The 
Faculty of Engineering has been fortunate in that it was able from its 
creation to plan for the development of its research capability, and to 
implement these plans through personnel policies which had as 
objectives, the hiring, retaining and rewarding of faculty who were 
good researchers as well as good teachers. 


It is recognized that the kinds of research carried out and hence the 
evidence of performance which is presented, will vary from area to 
area, and from individual to individual. However, in each case, the 
evaluation of research will be based on the recognition by the faculty 
member's disciplinary peers of work carried out. Evidence for this 
recognition may take several forms: for example, publications in 
refereed journals, papers presented at refereed conferences, research 


monographs and books, patents received, effective transfer of 
technology to industry, grants and other awards received, research 
contracts received, invitations to act as reviewer, etc., for journals, 
conferences, etc. " 


He argued that we should not be looking at reestablishing criteria, but 
rather, we should be looking at each one of the disciplines, to determine 
whether in fact the criteria in a particular discipline, as we know them, are 
being met. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY 
DEAN CHAIKELSON, THAT THE MOTION BE CHANGED TO READ 
- "THAT IN PREPARATION FOR PHASE II, A SURVEY OF 
DEPARTMENTS MUST BE UNDERTAKEN TO EXAMINE HOW 
WELL THEY MEET THE CRITERIA FOR EXCELLENCE IN 
RESEARCH". 


It was stated that the thrust of the amendment was that there was one 
criterion by which excellence in research is measured, that all kinds of 
evidence would then be looked at to see how well that criterion is met, and 
that the evidence may vary with specific types of departments, but not the 
criterion. 


A concern was voiced over the phrase "criteria for excellence in research", 
the feeling being expressed that the whole concept of criteria for evaluating 
excellence in Art, e.g., in painting, was a very troublesome matter, 1.e., that 
the phrasing simply did not sound right insofar as the Fine Arts area was 
concerned. 


The feeling was expressed that this resolution stemmed from an intervention 
that was made at an earlier meeting during the Senate discussion on 
research, to the effect that certain rewards for research in the University 
were taken more seriously than others, i.e., that funded research seemed to 
be regarded as being more important than research in a humanities discipline 
resulting from three or four years work, and which is not necessarily 
funded. It was stated that during the course of that meeting it had been 
pointed out that the issue was not really funded versus non-funded research, 
but rather the extent to which any faculty member in any department in the 
University is, or is not, successful in doing research and doing it well. It 
was also suggested that it would be preferable to replace the word "criteria" 
in the proposed amendment, with the four or five concrete elements 
mentioned in Dean Swamy's memo, as constituting evidence of 
performance with respect to research, which were applicable to any fulltime 
faculty member in any Faculty in the University, although there might still 
be some difficulty in certain areas in the University, such as Fine Arts and 
the humanities. 


It was argued that undoubtedly the intention was that the "criteria" referred 
to in the amendment would vary from department to department; that we 
were not really trying to define what the specific criteria are; that in any 
discipline there must be some measure that people can use to recognize 
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research and if a given department was not capable of doing that, that 
discipline did not belong in the University; and that in a university 
environment, research must be done, and while the criteria can vary, there 
must be some measure that is recognized by the group of people in a given 
discipline, to assess the work of individuals in that discipline. 


It was suggested that the amendment be changed to read "... criteria, 
appropriate to the discipline, for excellence in research". 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed to insert the phrase 
"APPROPRIATE TO THE DISCIPLINE", into the amendment. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(25 in favour; | opposed; 3 abstentions) 


It was agreed that since the amendment was intended as a complete 
replacement for Resolution 1, page 4, document US-83-6-DI, the above 
vote be recorded as the definitive vote on the Resolution. 


THE MAIN MOTION,AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 
(25 in favour; 1 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT THE PHASE IT COMMITTEE, IN DEALING WITH ELEMENT 
Il, ATTEMPT TO FORMULATE A STRATEGY FOR RESEARCH 
WHICH EXPLICITLY TAKES INTO ACCOUNT BOTH THE PHASE II 
STATEMENT AND THE SENATE DISCUSSION. 


It was stated that according to the motion, the Phase IT statement was 
supposed to be taken into account in formulating a strategy for research, but 
it was argued that the Phase II statement has never really been definitively 
discussed nor passed by any body in the University; that there was no 
reference in the motion to the question of centrally controlled research based 
on some University-wide goals, protection for the individual academic 
researcher, and the whole question of the ethics of research and the 
University's social responsibilities with respect to that; that all that we were 
really doing was establishing yet one more committee without any 
discussion of the important issues involved; and that we should really be 
discussing something more specific as to principles of orientation for the 
University, methodologies for implementation, etc., rather than simply 
talking about setting up another committee as proposed in the resolution. It 
was also suggested that the Steering Committee should reconsider this 
motion, in an attempt to formulate a more concrete resolution and that the 
motion itself should therefore be tabled. 


It was stated that one of the reasons for having this motion was because we 
did not have, at the moment, a strategy for research at Concordia. It was 
also argued that the Arts and Science Faculty Council, after a very lengthy 
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discussion, adopted a number of motions, which arose from the fact that 
Council members found the Phase II Report on this issue to be completely 
inadequate; that while this question has been discussed at length at the Arts 
and Science Council and at Senate, it must be recognized that we, as yet, 
did not have a strategy with respect to research; that the resolution was 
saying, in effect, that the University must take the responsibility to build a 
strategy in this area and that it has to set up a committee to start to prepare 
the thinking for us; and that to simply table the resolution, or get mad at the 
administration, or blame the Faculty Council or Senate, was a cop out for 
which we would deserve a lot of contempt. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD, SECONDED BY DEAN SWANY, 
THAT RESOLUTION 2, PAGE 4, DOCUMENT US-83-6-DI, BE 
TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED. 
(17 in favour; 8 opposed; 5 abstentions) 


It was suggested that item 8, under Points Discussed in Element III, should 
be adopted as a resolution. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JANKOWSKI, THAT A STRATEGY FOR RESEARCH MUST BE 
ARTICULATED WITH A VIEW TO FACULTY DEVELOPMENT OVER 
A5 AND 10 YEAR PERIOD. THIS STRATEGY MUST NOT BE 
COMPLETELY CONTROLLED BY PRESENT NEGATIVE FINANCIAL 
CONDITIONS, (ITEM 8, PAGE 4, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]). 


During a discussion, it was argued that the motion, in effect, was 
recommending a particular strategy with respect to research, but we have 
not done so insofar as other Elements were concerned and we should either 
recommend strategies for all of the Elements, or for none of them, 1.e., we 
should not place an emphasis on strategy for one particular Element, 
without doing likewise for all Elements. 


In response to a question concerning the relationship between the proposed 
motion, and the resolution adopted earlier under Element I - Academic 
Excellence, it was explained that the thinking behind all of these resolutions 
was that the University would continue to stress good teaching and good 
research, but that we would only put resources into some areas; that in 
preparation for Phase III a survey of departments would be undertaken; that 
once that survey was available, a strategy for research would then be 
developed with a view to faculty development over the 5 or 10 year period; 
and that we should not simply allow present negative financial conditions to 
prevent us from doing anything. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that in tabling the previous 
resolution, and given the wording of the resolution on the floor, all 
reference to the possibility of the Phase III committee being involved with 
the formulation of a strategy on research, has been omitted, i.e., it was now 
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left unstated as to who would develop the strategy; that developing the 
strategy has been completely eliminated; that the resolutions that have been 
approved and the resolution on the floor, if approved, would imply an 
approval of section 5, of the Phase II Report, which defines a strategy 
vis-a-vis research, which was specifically rejected by the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council; that the motion should be amended to include at least the 
notion that in developing a strategy, apart from Phase II, the Senate 
discussion should be taken into account; that this issue was one of the 
things that was currently being negotiated under the arbitration between 
CUFA and the University, which should be taken into consideration in 
formulating any motion to be passed by Senate; and that it could not be 
reasonably expected, in a university where there were hundreds of faculty 
members, that every faculty member was going to do research that was 
going to advance knowledge, i.e., quality research. 


In response to a question, it was stated that every faculty member in the 
University must be engaged in teaching and research, which, for some 
people may be reflective inquiry, but which nonetheless has to be there if 
the individuals were going to be able to continue the kind of teaching that 
was necessary. It was explained that under Element III, what was being 
said in Resolution 1., was that there was something more than reflective 
inquiry, i.e., there was advancement of knowledge and that we were going 
to find out who was doing that well; and that the motion now on the floor 
Vas saying, in effect, that we have to have some kind of strategy for dealing 
with research and faculty development more generally. THE MOTION 
WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


(19 in favour; 3 opposed; 10 abstentions) 


Element IV: INNOVATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT SENATE SHOULD EMPHATICALLY SUPPORT THIS 
MISSION STATEMENT, (RESOLUTION 1., PAGE 4, DOCUMENT 
US-83-6-DI). 


MOTION CARRIED. 

(13 in favour; 2 opposed; 8 abstentions) 

IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT THE SUCCESSFUL INNOVATIONS AT CONCORDIA IN 
EVERY AREA SHOULD BE IDENTIFIED, COMPILED, AND 
ADVERTISED, (RESOLUTION 2., PAGE 4, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]). 
MOTION CARRIED. 


(16 in favour; 2 opposed; 8 abstentions) 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. RELTON, 
THAT THE FOLLOWING BE INSERTED AS A RESOLUTION: 
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"THAT CONCORDIA MAKES 'A COMMITMENT TO 
SPECIALIZED EDUCATION WHILE ADDRESSING THE 
BROADER NEEDS OF STUDENTS FACING THE 
CHALLENGES OF SOCIETY." 


EVERY STUDENT'S UNIVERSITY EDUCATION MUST 
PROVIDE THE LITERARY, SOCIAL AND TECHNICAL 
SKILLS NECESSARY TO ESTABLISH THE FOUNDATION OF 
SPECIALIZED STUDY. THE UNIVERSITY MUST BE AN 
ENVIRONMENT WHERE STUDENTS CAN FAMILIARIZE 
THEMSELVES WITH OUR CULTURE AND THE 
TECHNOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL DIRECTION OF OUR 
SOCIETY. A SPECIALIZED EDUCATION IS OFFERED BY 
EVERY DEPARTMENT IN THE UNIVERSITY. PROGRAMS 
MUST OFFER STUDENTS THE FLEXIBILITY TO CHOOSE 
COURSES OUTSIDE THEIR SPECIALIZATION TO ACQUIRE 
A BROAD RANGE OF KNOWLEDGE", (ITEM 1, PAGE 2, 
DOCUMENT US-83-2-Dl). 


In presenting and explaining the above resolution, Mr. Murray emphasized 
the importance which the students attached to the issues addressed therein. 


Concerns which arose during discussion centered on the issues contained in 
the text of the resolution which followed the first sentence indicated in 
quotation marks, and it was suggested that the actual resolution to be voted 
on, should consist only of that first sentence. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the text which followed the first 
sentence indicated in quotation marks, be deleted from the resolution. 


In response to a question, it was stated that the phrase "specialized 
education" had to be interpreted in the light of the text which followed the 
first sentence in the resolution, and consequently it was felt that the text, 
although deleted from the resolution, should nonetheless be included under 
"Points Discussed". 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(19 in favour; 0 opposed; 6 abstentions) 


Element V: LIFE-LONG EDUCATION 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT SENATE ENDORSES ELEMENT V, AND RECOMMENDS 
THAT SOME PRIORITY BE GIVEN TO ASSURING EQUALITY IN 
THE AVAILABILITY AND QUALITY OF PROGRAMMES, COURSES, 
AND SERVICES TO BOTH FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME 
STUDENTS. ADVISING, REGISTRATION, DAY-CARE AND OTHER 


STUDENT SERVICES MUST BE PROVIDED DURING THE EVENING 
HOURS, (RESOLUTION 1., PAGE 5, DOCUMENT US-83-6-Dl). 


Concern was voiced over the fact that there was an increasing number of 
full-time students at Concordia who were mature students, whereas the 
resolution implied that the basic problem was really full-time versus 
part-time students. It was felt that if we were going to single out 
part-time/full-time as the basic problem, in providing life-long education, 
we should also give some thought to the mature student question. It was 
also felt that the motion itself did not really add anything to what has already 
been stated in the Phase II Report. 


It was stated that one fully supported the resolution and particularly the last 
sentence which recommends that advising, registration, daycare and other 
student services must be provided during the evening hours. The feeling 
was expressed that this was an extremely important recommendation, 
particularly from the point of view of expanding, maintaining, or slowing 
the decline in evening student enrolments at Concordia. 


In response to an intervention, it was stated that with the exception of the 
statement on innovation, neither the Senate nor the Steering Committee 
arrived at the notion that we should adopt, or not adopt, any of the policy 
statements in the Phase II Report, i.e., the question of endorsing or not 
endorsing a particular statement was not an issue, and the absence of 
specific endorsement should not, in fact, be taken to mean non-endorsement 
of a given statement. It was further stated that Senate did not, in any of its 
discussions, expect to rewrite the Phase II Report; rather it merely reacted to 
that Report by pointing out those elements that seemed to be more important 
or needed to be stressed or needed immediate action. In addition, the 
sentence in the resolution recommending that student services be provided 
in the evening hours, was related to an issue that came up in a dozen 
different contexts, not only under this Element but under other Elements as 
well and it represented the most passionately held position that could be 
identified in Senate during the whole Phase II Report discussion. 
Consequently, it has to find some place in the Senate report, in order to give 
it a little bit of emphasis, because it was one of the things that Senate was 
most concerned about. Finally, it was stated that in discussing 
part-time/full-time in the context of a particular evening problem, Senate 
was not saying anything against whatever the Phase II Report has to say 
about mature students. 


Concern was voiced over the recommendation that would make mandatory 
the availability of all courses to both part-time and full-time students. It was 
argued that this would pose difficulties, particularly in those programmes 
which were now closed to part-time students, because, in the best 
judgement of the department, it was necessary for the student to attend on a 
full-time basis in order to get the full benefit of the courses that are being 
given, particularly professional courses such as graphic design. 


It was stated that the first part of the resolution deals with the availability of 
programmes, courses and services to all students, but one had considerable 


difficulty with the last sentence which singles out only one of those 
elements, i.e., "services". Moreover, it details some services but not others, 
and there was also a problem with the concept of providing day-care service 
during the evening hours. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. LADD, THAT THE LAST SENTENCE IN THE 
RESOLUTION BE DELETED. 


During the ensuing discussion it was argued that it was essential to have a 
strong statement regarding services for evening students; that it was illogical 
to recommend that some priority be given to providing programmes, 
courses and services to both full-time and part-time students, as was the 
case with the first part of the resolution, and to follow that with a statement 
that certain student services must be provided, as was the case with the last 
sentence in the resolution; that the way in which the resolution was 
formulated, implied that we were going to have to give priority to providing 
student services with respect to advising, registration, etc., to evening 
students, over similar services for day students; that such services were 
already being provided to a greater or lesser extent in the evening hours; that 
in order to really fulfill what was being recommended in the resolution, it 
would be necessary to employ more permanent faculty members, but the 
move today was to cut courses and to cut those opportunities; that we 
cannot be expected to do everything, i.e., we have to make choices, but the 
resolution, as worded, was really asking us to do everything, which was 
unrealistic; that if we state that we were going to do everything, and we 
don't do it, it would be a complete waste of time; that two studies had 
previously been undertaken concerning advising and registration, that all the 
needs with respect to these priority issues were fully elaborated in the 
reports which emanated from those studies, that the recommendations 
contained in those reports were discussed and passed by Senate and the 
Board of Governors, but have yet to be implemented, that during that 
lengthy process, no one ever said that these recommendations were 
unrealistic, but it was now being suggested that it is totally unrealistic to 
recommend that these issues be given priority status, and that if that was the 
case, one would really like to know what Senate was doing when it passed 
both of those reports. 


It was explained that the reason for proposing that the last sentence be 
deleted was because many of the things mentioned were not under the 
control of Senate, e.g., a lot of the student services were vetted through 
CCSL directly to the Board of Governors and if CCSL deems this to be a 
priority, it can say that these services must be provided and it can ensure, 
through the Student Service Fees, that money is available to provide these 
things. Furthermore, the last sentence contained a mix of things, some of 
which would have to come from the Student Services budget, and others 
which were under the direct control of Senate. With respect to advising and 
registration, it was stated that this was a different story, 1.e., registration 
was now being provided in the evening and every effort was now being 
made to ensure that advising was better, both in the daytime and in the 
evening. 


The feeling was expressed that for all practical purposes, the resolution 
should simply be that "Senate endorses Element V.", unless of course we 
were intending to modify Element V, by saying that we are less committed 
to lifelong education than what was already stated in the Phase II Report, 
which clearly says that this is a priority, and that we are and will continue to 
be committed to part-time and full-time education. It was argued that in 
using the phrase "some priority", we were actually making the statement 
less strong than what it was in the Phase II Report, i.e., the resolution 
implied that we were going in one direction, over the other, and if that was 
our intention, we should say so clearly, otherwise we would really be 
saying nothing and we would again simply be specifying half measures. It 
was further stated that if there was going to be a committee established for 
the purpose of coming up with strategies and point by point steps as to how 
these things were going to be implemented, we should either give 
everything to that committee, or, if we have strong feelings, we should be 
doing it ourselves, but we did not seem to be doing that. Again, it was 
suggested that the amendment should really be that everything in the 
resolution following "that Senate endorses Element V," be deleted. 


AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
(10 in favour; 13 opposed; 2 abstentions) 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMALIAN, SECONDED 
BY DR. SINGER, THAT ALL WORDS IN THE RESOLUTION 
FOLLOWING "THAT SENATE ENDORSES ELEMENT V, BE 
REMOVED. 


It was argued that by adopting the amendment, we would, in effect, be 
eliminating all of the Senate discussion during which it was passionately 
stated that the problem of the evening students was now a primary focus for 
this University, i.e., the emphasis and the focus which was needed with 
respect to evening students, which only a few weeks ago was thought by 
everyone to be passionately important, was now simply going to be 
forgotten. 


The question was called. 
THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(14 in favour; 8 opposed; 5 abstentions) 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(23 in favour; 3 opposed; 2 abstentions) 


Mr. Gott requested that his abstention be recorded. 
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Element VI: PERSONAL EDUCATION IN TWO DISTINCTIVE 
SETTINGS 


Resolutions Concerning Two Distinctive Settings 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT THE TWOCAMPUS NATURE OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
IS TO BE VIEWED NOT AS A BURDEN, BUT RATHER AS AN 
OPPORTUNITY. WE MUST SEIZE THE OPPORTUNITY NOW BY 
PLANNING A STRATEGY CONCERNING BUILDINGS,AND 
CONCERNING LOCATION OF FACULTY MEMBERS, STUDENTS, 
PROGRAMMES, ETC. SO AS TO INSURE THAT THE 
OPPORTUNITY NOT BE LOST EITHER THROUGH PRESENT 
INADVERTENCE OF FUTURE FINANCIAL CONSTRAINT, 
(RESOLUTION a), 1., PAGE 6, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]l). 


The feeling was expressed that the problem with respect to the two-campus 
nature of Concordia was not related so much to the issue of buildings, as 
indicated in the resolution, but rather to the question of status differentiation 
vis-a-vis academic excellence, i.e., that one campus has more academic 
excellence or less academic excellence than the other. It was argued that 
unless we address the issue of academic excellence, we may erect the best 
possible buildings on one campus or the other, but we would really not be 
getting to the heart of the matter. 


It was suggested that the concern expressed above, was really covered 
under Resolution a), 2. 


Concern was voiced over the negative tone of the resolution, with respect to 
the phrase "is to be viewed not as a burden, but rather and it was suggested 
that it be deleted and replaced by must be viewed as an opportunity". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. LADD, THAT THE PHRASE "IS TO BE 
VIEWED NOT AS A BURDEN, BUT RATHER BE DELETED AND 
REPLACED BY "MUST BE VIEWED 


AMENDMENT CARRIED. 

(26 in favour; 0 opposed; 0 abstentions) 

THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 

(24 in favour; 0 opposed; | abstention) 

IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT EACH FACULTY MUST RETAIN A VIABLE AND 


DISTINCTIVE PRESENCE ON BOTH CAMPUSES, (RESOLUTION a), 
2., PAGE 6, DOCUMENT US-83-6-DI). 


In response to a question concerning the meaning of the words "viable" and 
"distinctive", it was explained that during the Senate discussion on this 
issue, each Faculty presented a report in which they said, in various ways, 
that they had a viable and distinctive presence on the Loyola Campus, 1.e., 
some said that they were increasing their presence, others said that they 
were committed to a presence, etc.,, etc., and it was practically impossible 
to come up with an appropriate set of words which would adequately gather 
together the claims of the various Faculties in this regard. It was suggested 
that if we were going to try to come up with a definition of "viable", we 
would be in for a long discussion which, in the end, would not be very 
helpful. It was felt, however, that what it meant, in fact, was that there 
would be a Faculty presence such that students would be somehow served 
by that presence. 


It was argued that the decision as to where programmes were to be offered, 
or where departments were to be located, was subject to enough constraints 
as it is, without adding yet another one; and that there would be real 
difficulties indeed, if the different Faculties were required to offer all 
programmes and courses on both campuses, particularly the Faculties of 
Fine Arts and Engineering and Computer Science. 


It was stated that, given what we have adopted in Resolution a), 1., 
Resolution a), 2. should be almost non-arguable. Also, we could not have 
two distinctive campuses if, just because of the circumstances, most of 
Concordia's Faculties pull off of one campus and locate on the other. 
Furthermore, this resolution should almost be "apple pie" or "parenthood", 
particularly since the statements which were made during the Senate 
discussion, concerning each Faculty's offerings on the Loyola Campus, left 
one with the distinct impression that everyone was in jolly agreement that 
the Loyola Campus was in full bloom. 


Concerning the position of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science, vis-a-vis operations on the Loyola Campus, it was explained that, 
as has been stated on many occasions, if the University wanted to build a 
building for Engineering and Computer Science on the Loyola Campus, the 
Faculty would be more than willing to move to the Loyola Campus; and 
therefore it was not a question of the Faculty not wanting to move to the 
Loyola Campus, which, it was stated, was a very wrong interpretation 
indeed. It was also argued that it was not possible for the Faculty, with its 
meager resources, to set up distinctive programmes in everything offered by 
that Faculty; that, from the point of view of resources, it was not possible to 
offer programmes on both campuses, which were already expensive 
enough, without in fact, diluting what the Faculty was already doing; and 
that the difficulty that one had with the resolution was with the words 
"must", "viable", and "distinctive", which would be resolved if the 
resolution simply stated "that each Faculty should strive to maintain a viable 
present on both campuses". 


It was argued that the word "distinctive" meant that the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science would not be asked to duplicate the very 
resources that it claims it cannot duplicate, i.e., in suggesting that Computer 
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Science be located on the Loyola Campus and Engineering be located on the 
Sir George Williams Campus, the Faculty would not be duplicating its 
resources. 


It was argued that the above comment indicated a misunderstanding of the 
Faculty, in that there were a number of courses in Computer Science that 
Engineering students take and visa-versa; and that students in Arts and 
Science take courses in Computer Science and those courses therefore have 
to be offered on both campuses, but these were not distinctive programmes. 


It was stated that there was one very important factor that must be kept in 
mind, 1.e., that the two campuses were attracting different students and 
consequently, one had difficulty in supporting the position that we must 
guarantee that all Faculties will be equally represented on both campuses. 


During continued discussion it was argued that in supporting this resolution 
we would be ignoring one of the overall problems facing the University, 
Le., financial constraint; that there was no way that we should force all 
Faculties to maintain distinctive and viable presences on both campuses; that 
if this becomes a mission statement, we will be governed by it for a long 
time and it would be more preferable to have a statement to the effect that we 
will review the current status of all Faculties on each campus and 
consolidate offerings if possible, on both campuses, but if not, then on one 
or the other. 


Prof. Hamalian advised that she was going to move that the motion be 
tabled, but she wished to state in advance, her reason for doing so. She 
explained that in Resolution a), 1., which has just been approved, it was 
stated in effect that this "opportunity not be lost either through present 
inadvertence or future financial constraint", and since we were presumably 
taking the resolutions which we adopt, on good faith, she imagined that 
whoever was going to develop the particular strategy for this Element, was 
not going to ignore the viability and the distinctive presence, etc., of the 
various Faculties, based on inadvertence or financial constraints, but rather 
that such strategy would be based on some other more important criteria. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMALIAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED. 
(16 in favour; 8 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


Resolution Concerning Personal Education 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT EVEN IN THE FACE OF IMMEDIATE FINANCIAL EXIGENCY 
AND BUREAUCRATIC GROWTH, PERSONALIZED EDUCATION 
MUST BE MAINTAINED, (RESOLUTION b), 1., PAGE 6, 
DOCUMENT US-83-6-D1) 


In response to a question, it was explained that the meaning of "personal 
education". was, in effect, that both the academic and nonacademic staff 
would provide front line services as openly as possible to students who 
come to Concordia. 


It was pointed out that there was a contradiction between the word 
"personal" in the heading of this section, and the word "personalized" in the 
text of the resolution. It was agreed that if the resolution was adopted, the 
title would be changed appropriately. 


Much of the discussion that ensued, centered on the question of the 
meaning, definition, and interpretation of the phrase "personalized 
education". 


It was argued that while one agreed with the spirit of "personalized 
education", nonetheless what was even more important than that, 
particularly given the very serious problems in the University, with respect 
to lack of facilities, overcrowding, etc., etc., was the need for decent 
facilities in order for students to be able to develop their academic 
competence. In addition, it was felt that the question of personalized 
education could be dealt with more effectively under Element VIII - 
Collegiality and Democratic Decision Making. Consequently, it was 
suggested that the phrase "personalized education must be maintained.", 
should be deleted and replaced by - "the University shall provide the 
resources necessary for students to develop competence in their fields of 
study." 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 
MR. LONGPRE, THAT THE PHRASE "PERSONALIZED EDUCATION 
MUST BE MAINTAINED", BE DELETED AND REPLACED BY - "THE 
UNIVERSITY SHALL PROVIDE THE RESOURCES NECESSARY 
FOR STUDENTS TO DEVELOP COMPETENCE IN THEIR FIELDS OF 
STUDY". 


It was suggested that the phrase "personalized education" not be deleted and 
that instead of the proposed amendment we could simply add to the end of 
the Resolution the phrase "through the provision of the resources necessary 
for students to develop competence in their fields of study." 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed that it be changed to read 
- THAT THE PHRASE, "THROUGH THE PROVISION OF THE 
RESOURCES NECESSARY FOR STUDENTS TO DEVELOP 
COMPETENCE IN THEIR FIELDS OF STUDY.", BE ADDED AT THE 
END OF THE RESOLUTION." 


It was argued that while one was in favour of what was being proposed in 
the amendment, there was absolutely no relationship between the 
amendment and personalized education. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED. 


(5 in favour; 12 opposed; 8 abstentions) 


It was stated that as a concept, depersonalization was much easier to 
understand than personalization, and it was suggested that a reformulation 
of the resolution using the phrase "depersonalization of education" would 
make it more acceptable. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY 
DEAN CHAIKELSON, THAT THE MOTION BE CHANGED TO READ 
- "THAT EVEN IN THE FACE OF IMEDIATE FINANCIAL EXIGENCY 
AND BUREAUCRATIC GROWTH, THE UNIVERSITY DO ITS 
UTMOST TO PREVENT THE GROWTH AND SPREAD OF 
DEPERSONALIZATION IN EDUCATION." 


It was stated that the major problem at the moment, insofar as the students 
were concerned, and an issue that was not being addressed in document 
US-83-6-DIl, was the fact that the present University resources were not 
sufficient to guarantee students' competence in their fields of study, and the 
argument really was that our priority should not be the two campus issue, 
but rather, that our priority should be to provide good and adequate facilities 
at whatever campus. It was further argued that before we could even begin 
to talk about personalization in education, the issue of providing adequate 
facilities, which was the most crucial problem insofar as the students were 
concerned, had to be resolved. 


The feeling was expressed that both issues, i.e., depersonalization in 
education and adequate facilities, were important and that once Senate has 
dealt with the resolution on the floor, it might indeed be appropriate for 
someone to propose a third resolution on the question of providing the 
resources necessary for students to develop competence in their fields of 
study. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(23 in favour; 0 opposed; 2 abstentions) 


In response to a suggestion that the word "Personal" in the heading for 
Element VI, be deleted, it was stated that such editorializing, if it was going 
to be done at all, more properly belonged to a later stage. It was also stated 
that it was important that the Element titles -remain as presently worded in 
document US-83-6-DIl, because the Board of Governors would have to 
have some key to relate the Senate resolutions to the headings in earlier 
documents. 


83-6-23 IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY DR. 
BREEN, THAT THE UNIVERSITY PROVIDE THE RESOURCES 
NECESSARY FOR STUDENTS TO DEVELOP COMPETENCE IN 
THEIR FIELDS OF STUDY. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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(16 in favour; 0 opposed; 9 abstentions) 
The meeting adjourned for lunch at 1:10 pm and reconvened at 2:20 p.m. 


A requested quorum count was interrupted by a suggestion that the meeting 
be recessed for 15 minutes so that an attempt could be made to round up a 
sufficient number of Senators to allow the meeting to continue. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he was prepared to call a 15 minute recess, prior to 
completion of the quorum count, during which time an attempt would be 
made to locate the number of Senators required to establish the quorum. 
quorum was established at 2:40 p.m. and the meeting resumed. 


Element VII: EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT SENATE AFFIRMS ITS COMMITMENT TO THE EQUALITY OF 
OPPORTUNITY OF THE SEXES AND DOES SO EVEN BEFORE 
HAVING TAKEN UP CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT ON THE 
STATUS OF WOMEN, (RESOLUTION 1, PAGE 7, DOCUMENT 
US-83-6-Dl). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. GOTT, SECONDED BY MR. 
RELTON, THAT THE RESOLUTION ON THE FLOOR, BE REPLACED 
BY - "THAT IN VIEW OF CONCORDIA'S OBVIOUS INTEREST AND 
COMMITMENT TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITY OF THE SEXES, THERE 
SHOULD BE ACTIVE SUPPORT AND ENCOURAGEMENT FOR 
WOMEN IN ALL AREAS OF THE UNIVERSITY, AND DOES SO 
EVEN BEFORE HAVING TAKEN UP CONSIDERATION OF THE 
REPORT ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN". 


It was suggested and agreed by the mover and seconder of the amendment 
that the phrase - "AND DOES SO EVEN BEFORE HAVING TAKEN UP 
CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN." 
be deleted. 


It was argued that it was against both human and civil rights not to give 
equal opportunity to everyone; that it must be presumed that that was the 
way in which we operate at Concordia; and that therefore, there was really 
no necessity to put the proposed resolution into the Mission Statement. 


It was argued that while it was true that the various declarations on human 
rights covered this area, nonetheless what the resolution was really 
attempting to do was to follow the old fashioned procedure from the 1960's 
called "consciousness raising"; that it was important to bring this matter out 
in the open, to remind people, and to make quite certain that it was firmly on 
the agenda. 


Concern was voiced over the phrase "obvious interest", the feeling being 
expressed that it did not automatically stand on its own in that it had to be 


explained, that it really did not add anything to the resolution; and that it 
should be deleted. It was also suggested that the phrase "... of the 
sexes...", should be changed to "... for the sexes”. 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed that the words 
OBVIOUS INTEREST AND be deleted, and that the phrase OF THE 
SEXES ..." be changed to "... FOR THE SEXES...". 


During continued discussion it was suggested that the last phrase in the 
proposed amendment should be changed to read - "there should be active 
support for men and women in all areas of the University." 


It was stated that in the various reports that have been submitted to Senate, 
there has been some kind of general statement about the Key Elements 
themselves; however, in this particular case there was no general statement 
within which to specify equalities of opportunities for special groups, or 
special actions for special groups. It was argued that there should either be 
some kind of preamble or general statement on equality of opportunity, 
within which we might state that we want to provide a special kind of 
strategy or equality of opportunity for a particular group. 


It was stated that one of the main complaints that has been expressed by 
everyone was that there has been very little substance to the various reports 
concerning the mission of the University and it was explained that the 
intention in formulating the proposed amendment, was to stay away from 
making some kind of a vast general statement that could be interpreted by 
anybody in any manner, and instead, to concentrate on a specific problem 
and a specific issue and make a recommendation on that. The feeling was 
also expressed that the suggestion that there should be a general statement 
on equality of opportunity, should not be taken as being in opposition to the 
amendment now on the floor, and there was nothing to prevent someone 
from proposing it as a separate resolution, once the amendment has been 
voted on. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


(23 in favour; 3 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


Prof. Hamalian asked that it be recorded that she abstained from voting on 
the amendment on the grounds that if we were going to be committed to 
equality of opportunity, we could not be more equal in one case than in 
another; that by setting up a particular group as a separate group, we were 
really paving the way to some sort of lip service to a particular opportunity 
and not to others, which was not making a real commitment to equality of 
opportunity. 


Prof. Barbieri also requested that his abstention be recorded, on the same 
grounds as stated above. 
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Again, it was agreed that the above vote be recorded as the definitive vote 
on the motion as amended. 


THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 
(23 in favour; 3 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT THE REPORT ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN BE THE 
SUBJECT OF A FURTHER INDEPENDENT DEBATE AT SENATE, 
(RESOLUTION 2., PAGE 7, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. GOTT, SECONDED BY MR. 
LONGPRE, THAT THE RESOLUTION ON THE FLOOR, BE 
REPLACED BY - "THAT CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY SHOULD BE 
COMMITTED TO BRING ABOUT A MORE EQUAL 
REPRESENTATION OF THE SEXES AT ALL LEVELS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY". 


Mr. Gott explained that the phrase "a more equal representation" was used 
rather than "equal representation", to avoid the problem that would be 
generated by adopting a resolution which would require, in effect, that 50% 
of everybody everywhere in the University would have to be male or 
female. 


It was stated that the distinction between the proposed amendment, and 
Resolution 1., which had just been approved, was not at all clear and it was 
felt, in fact, that the amendment appeared to be almost redundant. Concern 
was also voiced over the word "representation", it being stated that it was 
not clear whether it was intended to apply to students, faculty, and staff, 
and also whether it applied to all bodies in the University, including Faculty 
Councils, Senate, and the Board of Governors. In addition, it was stated 
that one would have difficulty in supporting any resolution which attempted 
to single out a particular group on the basis of sex, race, colour of eyes, etc. 


It was explained that the thrust of the first resolution was to encourage 
women to pursue excellence in fields of endeavours that they were not 
already in; while the amendment, on the other hand, was clearly referring to 
the structures of the University, and implied such things as perhaps having 
more men working as secretaries, and more women occupying positions at 
the senior administrative level in the University. It was also stated that it had 
been understood that at this stage in the process, Senate was supposed to be 
talking about broad principles and that specific policies emanating from 
those broad principles would be defined at a later stage; hence, the 
amendment had been intentionally phrased in terms of a broad principle and 
it should be considered in that light. In addition, it was pointed out that a 
majority of Concordia's graduates were now women, presumably some of 
whom will want to go on to become university professors and it was argued 
that if we-were going to have any major influx of women into Concordia as 
full-time professors on a tenure tract stream, it was going to mean some 
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imbalance over the next ten years towards hiring more women, and that was 
the kind of orientation that the amendment was really referring to. 


During continued discussion it was suggested that since the amendment was 
talking about the various "levels" within the University, i.e., staff, faculty 
and administration, but not students, it would be more appropriate if the 
word "community", was replaced by "staff, faculty and administration"; that 
if the actual thrust of the amendment was towards some kind of affirmative 
action for women, it should be clearly stated as such by deleting the word 
"sexes" and replacing it with the word "women"; that the phrase "a more 
equal representation" should be changed to "an equal representation"; and 
that the word "representation" should be changed to "proportional 
representation”. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(13 in favour; 8 opposed; 7 abstentions) 

THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 

(13 in favour; 8 opposed; 7 abstentions) 


Element VUI: COLLEGIALITY AND DEMOCRATIC DECISION 
MAKING 


IT WAS MOVED ON BEHALF OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
THAT ACTION WHICH WILL STIMULATE A GREATER 
INVOLVEMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND ACADEMIC STAFF, 
PART-TIME FACULTY, AND FULL AND PART-TIME STUDENTS IN 
THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS SEEMS WARRANTED, 
(RESOLUTION 1., PAGE 8, DOCUMENT US-83-6-D]). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. GOTT, SECONDED BY MR. 
LONGPRE, THAT THE RESOLUTION ON THE FLOOR BE 
REPLACED BY - "THAT A COMMITMENT SHOULD BE MADE TO 
COLLEGIALITY AND DEMOCRATIC DECISION MAKING 
THROUGH A GREATER INVOLVEMENT OF STUDENTS, 
ADMINISTRATION, STAFF AND BOTH FULL-TIME AND 
PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE FORMULATION OF THE POLICIES 
AND DIRECTION OF THE UNIVERSITY FROM THE INITIAL 
STAGES OF PLANNING". 


It was suggested that the last phrase in the proposed amendment be replaced 
by "and in the decision making process of the University”. 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed that the phrase "AND 
DIRECTION OF THE UNIVERSITY FROM THE INITIAL STAGES OF 
PLANNING", be deleted and replaced by the phrase - "AND IN THE 
DECISION MAKING PROCESS OF THE UNIVERSITY". 


A concern was voiced over the fact that the proposed amendment implied 
that the current University policy, which did not provide for payment to 
part-time faculty members for involvement in the decision making process, 
would have to be changed. 


It was stated that if the amendment was adopted, the University would be 
committed to collegiality, vis-a-vis part-time faculty members, but on the 
other hand, that did not mean that part-time faculty members would be 
forced to participate in the decision making process of the University. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that passing the amendment did not, in fact, imply that 
the University would have to change its remuneration policy. 


It was stated that there were already some departmental councils which 
provided for representation from part-time faculty members. The feeling 
was also expressed that participation in the decision making process was not 
something that should be made binding on departments or individuals, but 
we could, nevertheless, make it possible for part-time faculty members to 
have some kind of input. 


It was argued that the amendment, as worded, would commit the University 
to ensuring involvement of part-time faculty members in the decision 
making process, i.e., it would be a one way commitment in that it would be 
binding on the department, but not on the individual. 


It was explained that the amendment did not specifically state that part-time 
faculty members would be guaranteed seats on all University decision 
making bodies, including departmental councils, but rather that there should 
be provision for part-time faculty members to be able to express their views 
and to have some kind of input into the decision making process. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, THAT THE WORDS -"... BOTH 
FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME BE DELETED FROM THE 
AMENDMENT. 


It was stated that one was opposed to the sub-amendment, it being argued 
that part-time faculty members have never had access to or representation on 
any of the major bodies in the University; that an unspoken distinction has 
always existed at this University between part-time and full-time faculty 
members, such that part-time faculty members were not entitled to any 
representation, with the exception of some department councils, and 
certainly not on the Senate or the Board of Governors; and that it was 
extremely important to ensure that both part-time and full-time faculty 
members were represented on those bodies. It was also argued that our 
dealings with the part-time faculty members was almost as large an issue as 
the question of singling out and emphasizing the problems of women at this 
University; that the question of collegiality vis-a-vis part-time faculty 
members was a problem that had to be dealt with, and that one would hate 
to see the phrase "both full-time and part-time" eliminated from the 
proposed amendment. 


It was suggested that rather than having the issue of part-time representation 
buried somewhere in the middle of this particular resolution, it might be 
better to deal with that issue under a separate resolution. 


It was wondered whether the inclusion of the part-time/full time categories 
would result in any constraints vis-a-vis the collective agreement. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien expressed the opinion that the 
constraints would be no more and no less than under some of the other 
issues that have arisen during Senate's deliberations on the University 
Mission Study Report. He further stated that he really couldn't answer the 
question because he didn't know the contents of the collective agreement 
document perhaps as well as some other people did, and there may indeed 
be parts of resolutions adopted by Senate which would ultimately be 
unenforceable because the collective agreement document would take legal 
precedence. However, at this point in time there was not much that Senate 
could do about the matter. 


It was argued that part-time faculty members were an important part of the 
University insofar as students were concerned; that part-time faculty 
members were badly treated at this University and that was an issue that had 
to be addressed; that most of the part-time teachers did not have access to 
the University in any direct way, they did not have desks, many 
departments did not keep their phone numbers and students could not get in 
touch with them; and that it was extremely important that some way be 
found to ensure that part-time teachers could become greater participants in 
the University community. 


The feeling was expressed that the above arguments really had nothing to do 
with the question of passing or not passing the sub-amendment, in the sense 
that the thrust of the sub-amendment was not to distinguish between what 
kind of faculty members were being talked about in the amendment. 


It was stated that "part-time" faculty should not be deleted from the 
amendment, it being argued that the only way in which we were going to be 
able to draw basically more than 50% of the teachers in the University 
actively into the University and to coordinate the programmes a little better 
than we were doing at the moment, was to give representation to part-time 
faculty members on such important bodies as Senate and the Board of 
Governors. 


It was argued that there was one case in the University where the 
experiment described above was tried, 1.e., in the Simone de Beauvoir 
Institute; that it took two years to heal the wounds which resulted from 
giving part-time instructors an equal voice with full-time faculty in the 
running of the University's affairs; and that one would hate to see that 
happen again. 


It was explained that it was not being suggested that part-time faculty be 
given an equal voice with full-time faculty, but rather that they simply be 
given a voice. 


THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(13 in favour; 12 opposed; 4 abstentions) 


During continued discussion it was stated that one would question the 
relevance of including the proposed amendment in the University's mission 
statement, it being argued that the amendment contained an admission of 
guilt, which may not be justified; that the statement contained strong 
connotations as to how the University should be run, which should 
properly fall within the discretion of the people who were in administrative 
capacities; that if those administrators chose to run the University in a 
certain way and people were not pleased with that, there were ways to 
correct that situation, such as by ensuring that those individuals were not 
appointed again into an administrative position; that if administrators were 
doing a good job, their term in office would be renewed; that the proposed 
amendment did not properly belong in the University Mission Study per se; 
that the amendment, in effect, would really undermine the manner in which 
the University was run; that the administrators had a moral obligation to 
consult all constituencies, and if that was not done, means would be taken 
to ensure that their positions were not renewed; and that in terms of a 
mission statement, or in terms of determining the future priorities or 
direction of the University, etc., the proposed amendment was irrelevant. 


Concern was voiced over the phrase "... through a greater involvement ...", 
the feeling being expressed that it was a loaded statement in that it implied a 
value judgement, and it was suggested that it would be preferable to change 
it to read "... by encouraging the involvement 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED 
BY DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE WORDS "... THROUGH A GREATER 
INVOLVEMENT OF BE DELETED FROM THE AMENDMENT, AND 
REPLACED BY THE WORDS "... BY ENCOURAGING THE 
INVOLVEMENT OF 


It was argued that the proposed sub-amendment would remove from the 
amendment the whole idea of having, as a basis for running the University, 
the concept of collegiality; that collegiality was one of the things that 
distinguishes universities from high schools; and that if the concept of 
collegiality is removed, the institution would no longer be a university, in 
the same sense that it would no longer be a university if research was 
removed. 


It was pointed out that the commitment to collegiality was embodied in the 
amendment and that approval of the sub-amendment would in no way alter 
that situation. 


It was stated that it was not clear in the sub-amendment exactly who was 
supposed to be encouraging whom, 1.e., what group was supposed to be 
encouraged and by whom, and one would not like to see faculty members, 
or any other group mentioned in the amendment, being singled out as not 
having enough encouragement, or not having enough commitment to 
collegiality, etc., etc. It was also suggested that it would be better if the 
proposed statement could be reformulated to the effect that we should be 
committed to opposing trends towards discouraging collegiality in the 
University. 


It was argued that one of the main complaints about all of the reports 
concerning the University Mission Study was that they said nothing; that the 
students, in formulating this particular resolution, had attempted to say 
something; and that by chopping the amendment up, e.g., by substituting 
"encouragement" for the definitive statement in the amendment, Senate was 
once again managing to say nothing. 


Again it was explained that the sub-amendment would in no way dilute the 
commitment to collegiality embodied in the amendment. At the same time 
however, it was argued that the reality, as experience has shown, was that 
you cannot legislate collegiality; that we can encourage involvement and we 
can encourage every group to participate as much as we can, but we cannot 
force people to participate; that we cannot, as a university, put ourselves in a 
position where we cannot really act, or where we feel that morally we 
cannot act, because we do not have proper representation to make a 
decision; and that collegiality was an ideal to which we, as a university, 
through the proposed amendment, were expressing our full commitment, 
but at the same time, we had to have a back up position, which was that we 
are not prepared to tie our hands, as a decision making body, until we 
achieve that ideal. 


THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 

(17 in favour; 9 opposed; 3 abstentions) 

Ms. Murray requested that it be recorded that she was abstaining from 
voting because she disagreed with the fact that part-time teachers were no 
longer mentioned in the amendment and consequently, a fuller definition of 


the word "faculty" was required. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED AND AMENDED, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


(18 in favour; 3 opposed; 8 abstentions) 


It was agreed that the above vote be recorded as the definitive vote on the 
main motion as amended. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


(18 in favour; 3 opposed; 8 abstentions) 


83-6-29 


83-6-30 


Dean Swamy asked that it be recorded that he had abstained from voting 
because he did not see how this resolution fits into the mission of the 
University. A number of other Senators advised they had either abstained or 
voted against the motion, for the same reason given by Dean Swamy. 


IT WAS MOVED BYMR. GOTT, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT A COMMITMENT SHOULD BE MADE TO A PERSONALIZED 
EDUCATION AND COLLEGIALITY THROUGH A HOLISTIC 
APPROACH TO ACADEMIC ADVISING, REASONABLE CLASS 
SIZES, EFFICIENT REGISTRATION AND STUDENT SERVICES. 


It was suggested that, given the resolution that was just passed, the phrase 
"... and collegiality should be deleted from the proposed motion. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the words "... AND COLLEGIALITY 
... L1, be deleted. 


It was argued that everything mentioned in the motion had already been 
covered in other resolutions adopted today by Senate. 


It was pointed out, however, that the last sentence in the resolution on 
Element V - Life-Long Education, which stated - "Advising, registration, 
day-care and other student services must be provided during the evening 
hours", had been deleted and consequently, one was not entirely convinced 
that it was correct to say that everything in the motion had already been 
covered in other resolutions which have been adopted by Senate. 


In response to a concern expressed that since the words "... and collegiality 
... have been deleted, the motion did not properly belong under Element 
VIII, Dr. O'Brien advised that it has already been agreed that the Steering 
Committee might reorder the various resolutions in order to make them 
more logical, particularly since many of them have evolved and have been 
changed. He also advised that the motion was in order under this section 
because it was originally related to this Element, albeit only marginally, and 
if through amendment, it should become even less related, its position could 
be changed at a later time. 


Issues which arose during the discussion centered on the question of 
whether or not there was a University policy with respect to class size, and 
on the definition of the phrase "... holistic approach. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


(8 in favour; 17 opposed; 2 abstentions) 


Outstanding Items 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were a number of other matters yet to be dealt 
with, mainly concerning the establishment of various committees. The 


items, which were contained in documents US-83-5-D6, US-83-6-D2, and 
US-83-6-D3, had been raised at various points over the past several months 
during the Senate discussions on the Phase II, University Mission Study 
Report. However, he stated that before dealing with these items, he wished 
to remind Senators, now that we have gone through the Steering Committee 
document (IJS-83-6-Dl), of what presumably was going to happen next. He 
explained that the Secretary, apart from writing the minutes of the meeting 
in due course, would put together a document which will consist of the 
proposed resolutions, the amendments and sub-amendments, and also 
showing the final form in which the resolutions were voted, along with the 
actual vote on each resolution, amendment, etc. The document would be 
prepared in a form which could then be submitted to the Board of 
Governors. In addition, as has been suggested, the Steering Committee 
might review that document and quite conceivably, change the order of the 
various resolutions with a view to putting them in as logical and as useful an 
order as possible, without actually changing the content. The document 
would be submitted to the Board of Governors, which has not yet taken any 
action on the Mission Study documents, and the Board would then have to 
cogitate and to take the appropriate action. While he did not know what the 
Board would do, he stated that in his opinion the Board would not find it to 
be a simple task to be disposed of in one meeting and move on to the next 
phase. He emphasized, however, that it would nonetheless be the 
responsibility of the Board to deal with the matter. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that some of the proposed resolutions, (document 
US-83-5-D6; US-83-6-D2; and US-83-6-D3), which were now being taken 
off the table, constitute in effect, advice to the Board of Governors as to 
certain things that it might do or that Senate might like to see it do; and 
others refer to things that Senate might itself want to do before the Senate 
report gets to the Board. He invited Senators to identify any points within 
the various documents which they think are relevant and once those points 
have been identified, Senate could proceed to debate them in some 
appropriate order. 


It was stated that much of what was contained in documents US-83-5-D6, 
US-83-6-D2, and US-83-6-D3, had been consolidated into two resolutions 
which the student members had handed out at the beginning of the meeting; 
one was entitled "Senate Writing Committee Proposal", and the other 
"Motion: #2". It was suggested that it might be better procedurally if student 
resolutions were to replace those contained in the three documents that had 
been previously distributed by the Secretary. 


It was pointed out that there was a common element in the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council recommendation (document US-83-5-D6), and "Notion: 
#2" presented by the students, which was a proposed composition for a 
monitoring committee. It was suggested that perhaps Senate should first 
deal with the question of the composition of a monitoring committee, and 
then, in a separate discussion, since there seemed to be some disagreement 
between the Faculty Council resolution and the students' resolution, we 
could consider what the appropriate mandate should be for the proposed 
committee. 


83-6-31 


It was suggested that before discussing the composition of a proposed 
committee, Senate should first of all consider the question of whether or not 
there should be a committee at all. 


It was agreed that Senate should proceed to examine the two student 
resolutions concerning a "Senate Writing Committee Proposal", and 
"Motion: #2", which would replace the documents previously distributed by 
the Secretary. It was also agreed that Senate would discuss the proposal 
concerning a "Senate Writing Committee" first. 


Mr. Gott presented and explained the proposal for a "Senate Writing 
Committee". 


Discussion on the proposal was interrupted by a call for a quorum count. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m., due to the lack of a quorum. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


